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No. 99-1184

AFAF KANAZEH,

Plaintiff

ver sus

LOCKHEED MARTI N MARI ETTA; CARE MARK PRESCRI P-
TION, c/o Lockheed Martin; SAM PERRY, Common-
weal th I nvestigation Oficer; LOCKHEED MARTI N
CORPORATI ON,

- Appel | ant,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and

M CHAEL K. MANN;, TOM PERRY; MARY SCAHULZ;
JUDI TH ANN STRAUSS; ROBERT VAAGE;, DOUGAS
FLANKEN;  CYNTH A VAAGE;, CONNECTI CUT LIFE
| NSURANCE COVPANY; SHERVAN, MEEHANS, CURTIN;
LAUREN SHEA; QUI NLAN H. HANCOCK; MARK, SAND-
GROUND, BARONDESS & WEST; MARK SANDGROUND;
MARK BARONDESS; LARRY ANDERSON,

No. 99-1295

AFAF KANAZEH,

Plaintiff

Def endant s.

- Appel | ant,



ver sus

CARE MARK PRESCRI PTI ON, c/o Lockheed Marti n;
SAM PERRY, Conmonweal th I nvestigation Oficer,

Def endants - Appel | ees,

and

M CHAEL K. MANN; LOCKHEED MARTI N MARI ETTA; TOM
PETTY; MARY SCAHULZ, JUDITH ANN STRAUSS;
ROBERT VAAGE, DOUGLAS FLANKEN; CYNTH A VAAGE;
CONNECTI CUT LI FE | NSURANCE COVPANY; SHERVAN,
MEEHANS, CURTIN, LAUREN SHEA; QU NLAN H.
HANCOCK; MARK, SANDGROUND, BARONDESS & WEST;
MARK  SANDGROUND,; MARK  BARONDESS; LARRY
ANDERSON,

Def endant s.

No. 99-1305

AFAF KANAZEH,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CARE MARK PRESCRI PTION, c/o Lockheed Marti n;
SAM PERRY, Commonweal th I nvestigation Oficer,

Def endants - Appell ees,

and



M CHAEL K. MANN; LOCKHEED MARTI N MARI ETTA; TOM
PERRY; MARY SCAHULZ, JUDITH ANN STRAUSS;
ROBERT VAAGE, DOUGLAS FLANKEN; CYNTH A VAAGE
CONNECTI CUT LI FE | NSURANCE COVPANY; SHERVAN,
MEEHANS, CURTIN, LAUREN SHEA; QU NLAN H.
HANCOCK; MARK, SANDGROUND, BARONDESS & WEST;
MARK  SANDGROUND,; MARK  BARONDESS; LARRY
ANDERSON,

Def endant s.

Appeals from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. Albert V. Bryan, Jr., Senior
District Judge. (CA-98-1410-A)

Subm tted: August 10, 1999 Deci ded: August 31, 1999

Before ERVIN, HAM LTON, and LUTTIG GCircuit Judges.

Nos. 99-1184 and 99- 1305 dism ssed in part and affirned in part and
No. 99-1295 di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Af af Kanazeh, Appellant Pro Se. Benjamn Sorrells Boyd, PIPER &
MARBURY, Washi ngton, D.C., for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

In case No. 99-1184, Afaf Kanazeh appeals the district court’s
orders of Novenber 2, 1998'; Novenber 13, 1998; January 22, 1999;
and February 1, 1999.2 W di sm ss Kanazeh's appeal as to the Janu-
ary 22, 1999 order, insofar as the order dism sses wthout preju-
di ce Kanazeh's cl ai ns agai nst Lockheed Martin under the Enpl oynent
Retirenent Inconme Security Act of 1974 (ERI SA) and t he Consol i dat ed

Omi bus Budget Reconciliation Act (COBRA). See Dom no Sugar Corp.

v. Sugar Whrkers Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cr.

1993). W affirmas to the remaining issues in the January 22,
1999 order and as to the remaining orders on the reasoning of the

district court. See Kanazeh v. Mnn, No. CA-98-1410-A (E. D. Va.

Nov. 2 & 13, 1998; Jan. 22 & Feb. 1, 1999).
I n case No. 99-1295, Kanazeh appeal s the order of February 16,
1999. We dismss the appeal as interlocutory because the order

appeal ed was not a final order. See 28 U.S.C. 88 1291-1292 (1994);

1 Al though the district court’s order is narked as “filed” on
October 30, 1998, the district court’'s records show that it was

entered on the docket sheet on Novenber 2, 1998. It is the date
the order was entered on the docket sheet that we take as the
effective date of the district court’'s decision. See Fed. R

Cv. P. 58 and 79(a); Wlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th
Cr. 1986).

2 The district court’s order is marked as “filed” on January
29, 1999, but the district court’s records showthat it was entered
on the docket sheet on February 1, 1999.



Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337

U.S. 541, 546-47 (1949).

I n case No. 99-1305, Kanazeh appeals the orders of February
19, 1999; February 26, 1999; and March 26, 1999. W dism ss the
appeal as to the March 26, 1999 order, insofar as it dismsses
W t hout prejudice defendants Care Mark Prescription and Sam Perry.

See Dom no Sugar Corp., 10 F.3d at 1066-67. W affirmas to the

remai ning i ssues in the March 26, 1999 order and as to the renain-

ing orders on the reasoning of the district court. See Kanazeh v.

Mann, No. CA-98-1410-A (E.D. Va. Feb. 19, 26, & Mar. 26, 1999).
We deny Kanazeh’s “Mdtion for Leave to Bring In Third-Party
Def endant” and “Motion to Suppl enent Records on Appeal and Perfec-
tion to Enforce a Judgnent and Motion to Join Al Cases on Pendi ng
Appeal .” We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

No. 99-1184 - DI SM SSED I N PART; AFFI RVED I N PART

No. 99-1295 - DI SM SSED

No. 99-1305 - DI SM SSED I N PART; AFFI RVED I N PART




